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ABSTRACT 
 
Sarah Tuohy: Invited to the Big Dance: Analyzing the effect a NCAA Division I men’s 
basketball tournament appearance has on giving at mid-major universities. 
(Under the direction of Nels Popp) 
 
 The primary purpose of this study was to determine if there was a significant effect on 
mid-major universities’ Total Donations, Athletic-Restricted Donations, and Attendance after a 
Division I men’s basketball team makes the NCAA tournament. Donation and attendance data 
was collected from 153 mid-major universities who made the NCAA men’s basketball 
tournament at least once during 2004-05 to 2013-14. Paired samples t-tests found there was a 
statistically significant increase in Total Donations and Athletic-Restricted Donations the year 
immediately following a tournament appearance. After a school appeared in the NCAA 
tournament, universities saw on average a 6.8% and 10.24% increase in Total Donations and 
Athletic-Restricted Donations respectively. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Intercollegiate athletic departments have been known to make higher education 
institutions as a whole more visible to the public, and have become a popular way for institutions 
to resonate with alumni, parents, prospective students, and members of society as a whole 
(Shulman and Bowen, 2002). Often, administrators in higher education refer to athletics as the 
“front porch” of the university. Since the conception of college sports back in the mid-1800s, a 
greater focus has been placed on athletics and the role it plays in higher education (Bass, 
Schaeperkoetter, & Bunds, 2015). 
Hoffer, Humphreys, Lacomb, & Ruseki (2015) report that even in inflation-adjusted 
terms, intercollegiate athletic expenditure has increased substantially over time. The competition 
between institutions to separate themselves in the eyes of prospective student-athletes has been 
referred to as an “athletics arms race.” Frank (2004) explains, “any given athletic director knows 
that his school’s odds of having a winning program will go up if it spends a little more than its 
rivals on coaches and recruiting. But the same calculus is plainly visible to all other schools […] 
the gains from bidding higher turn out to be self-cancelling when everyone does it. The result is 
often an expenditure arms race with no apparent limit” (p. 10). Athletics administrators assume 
in order to gain an edge on their competition, they will have to increase their spending on 
coaches, recruiting, facilities, and other resources with the intention to win championships. 
Power 5 athletic departments have the luxury of funding part of their budgets through 
their conference television rights distributions, which helps some schools be self-sufficient. 
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According to USA Today Finance reports, Washington State University (the lowest reported 
Power 5 school athletic revenue) receives 35 of its 59 million dollars of revenue from TV and 
licensing agreements. That is over 59% of the entire athletic department revenue stream. 
University of Central Florida (the highest reported mid-major school athletic revenue) receives 
only 9 of its 59 million dollars of revenue from TV and licensing agreements. That is only 15% 
of the entire athletic department revenue stream, and even that 9 million is extremely high 
compared to other mid-major universities who do not sponsor football.  
For football, the top five bowl games distribute $174 million annually and the NCAA 
men’s basketball tournament will generate over $10 billion for the association and its members 
over the course of 17 years (Denhart et. al., 2010). That reality does not exist for the mid-major 
conferences (all conferences excluding the ACC, Big Ten, Big 12, Pac 12, and SEC). While all 
conferences get a cut of the NCAA revenue from the NCAA men’s basketball tournament, mid-
majors receive a significantly smaller portion. In 2017 the Big Ten conference brought in 26 
million to split among all of its member school based on the number of teams who made the 
tournament and continued to advance. A mid-major conference such as the Southwestern 
Athletic Conference who only sent one automatic qualifier to the tournament, only had $265,000 
to split evenly with all of the other schools in the conference (Brown, 2017).  
These mid-major schools rely heavily on subsidies from the university and student fees in 
order to break even and fund athletics. In the lowest half of athletic departments (according to 
budget), the median subsidies per school are 11 to 14 million, which is about 62% of the total 
budget. For Division I schools who do not sponsor football, subsidies cover over 77.5% of 
athletic department costs (Desrochers, 2013). Athletic administrators, especially at the mid-major 
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conferences, need to find a way to combat the increase in spending brought on by the athletics 
arms race. 
The NCAA financial report from 2004-2012 showed 50-60% of football and men’s 
basketball programs reported a net revenue in those years (Fulks, 2012). This demonstrates that 
athletic departments, regardless of conference affiliation, are relying on the two “revenue 
generating” sports to carry the financial burden of the department as a whole. While it is far more 
challenging for a mid-major athletic department to make it to a BCS bowl game in football to 
cash in on the lucrative television contract revenue distributions, making the NCAA men’s 
basketball tournament might be less challenging with automatic conference qualifiers, but 
nonetheless, is still very difficult. Of 347 Division I men’s basketball teams, only about 11.3% of 
mid-major schools, compared to 55.4% of Power 5 schools, qualified for the 2017 NCAA 
tournament (2017 DI Men's Basketball Championship, 2017). While schools who do not make 
the tournament still receive some revenue from their conference distributions, mid-major 
conferences always have less teams in the tournament and walk away with less revenue 
compared to the Power 5 schools. In the month of March, universities across the country turn to 
their men’s basketball programs hoping to win their conference championship for a guaranteed 
spot in “The Big Dance.” This excitement is even greater for the mid-major schools, specifically 
those who do not sponsor football, because a NCAA men’s basketball tournament berth is often 
the only opportunity for mid-majors to garner national athletic exposure. 
The question that athletic administrators need to ask themselves at the mid-major level is: 
what is the return on investment of making the NCAA tournament? Goff (2002) notes that 
athletic success can bring both direct and indirect benefits to a department. Grimes and 
Chrissanthis (1994) have argued there is an increase in exposure for competing on the national 
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level. Another factor administrators need to look at is the effect post season men’s basketball 
success has on university and athletic-restricted giving. Many colleges and universities, 
especially private ones, rely on alumni support to close the financial gap resulting from the arms 
race and to help support other university programs. In 2004, U.S. colleges and universities raised 
approximately $25 billion in total voluntary support, which was a 9.7% increase from the 
previous year (Holmes, 2009).  
It is crucial for administrators at the mid-major level to understand the effect an NCAA 
men’s basketball tournament appearance has on their university giving patterns so that in the 
future they can make informed decisions on how to allocate their budgets and how to best 
prioritize their athletic department resources. Stinson and Howard (2008) note, in the absence of 
a football program which is common for mid-majors, men’s basketball appears to replace 
football as the most influential sport. Of the 280 mid-majors, 32.5% do not sponsor football at 
any level and 76.79% either do not have football or sponsor a FCS program. Even for certain 
mid-major schools who sponsor FCS football like Villanova and Georgetown, basketball success 
is more important to fans and alumni.  
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to understand the effects an NCAA tournament appearance 
has on giving at mid-major Division I universities university wide and athletics-restricted gifts 
compared to the year prior to a tournament appearance. This will allow athletics administrators 
to make educated decisions on how to allocate operating budgets and throughout their 
department in order to see the highest return on investment for that specific institution. 
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Research Questions 
Based on the review of literature, the following research questions guided this study: 
RQ 1.   What effect does a NCAA men’s basketball tournament appearance have on 
change in total donations at a NCAA Division I mid-major school? 
 
RQ 2.   What effect does a NCAA men’s basketball tournament appearance have on 
change in athletics-restricted donations at a NCAA Division I mid-major school? 
 
RQ 3.   What effect does a NCAA men’s basketball tournament appearance have on 
change in men’s basketball attendance at a NCAA Division I mid-major school? 
 
RQ4.  What is the difference in total donations at a mid-major school the year of and 
after a NCAA Division I men’s basketball tournament appearance, controlling for the following 
institutional characteristics? 
a. Attendance 
b. Basketball History 
c. Population 
d. Public v Private 
e. Sponsors Football 
RQ5.  What is the difference in athletic-restricted donations at a mid-major school the 
year of and after a NCAA Division I men’s basketball tournament appearance, controlling for the 
following institutional characteristics? 
a. Attendance 
b. Basketball History 
c. Population 
d. Public v Private 
e. Sponsors Football 
 
 
Assumptions 
1. The research methods used in this study are valid and reliable. 
2. The information acquired from the Council for Aid to Education (CAE) via the Voluntary 
Support of Education (VSE) survey is both accurate and truthful. 
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Delimitations 
1. This study only focuses on the effects of appearances in the NCAA Men’s Basketball 
Tournament and does not look at football bowl game appearances. Future studies could 
look into the effects football bowl game appearances have on mid-major schools. 
2. The study only focused solely on the quantitative figures of gifts restricted and 
unrestricted to athletic departments. Future studies could take a qualitative approach and 
ask alumni about their motives for giving and see if post-season appearances play into 
their decision to make a donation in order to make a stronger correlation between the two 
variables. 
3. The research questions are limited to looking at the difference in giving within schools 
who made the tournament in the 10-year span.  Future studies could take this data and 
look at how the schools who did not make the tournament those years compare to this 
data set. 
Limitations 
1. This study is limited by the fact that a majority of the data acquired is provided from the 
Council for Financial Aid to Education and the validity is dependent on the universities 
accurate responses to the Voluntary Support of Education survey. 
2. This study is limited by the fact that different universities can report their contribution 
levels in different ways, therefore, it is more difficult to control for the differences in 
institutional reporting. 
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Definition of Terms 
 
1. Power 5 Conference Members: Universities who are basketball members of the 
following conferences: 
a. Atlantic Coast Conference  
b. Big Ten Conference  
c. Big 12 Conference  
d. Pacific 12 Conference  
e. South Eastern Conference  
 
2. Mid-Major Conference Members: Universities who are basketball members of the 
following conferences: 
a. Big East Conference 
b. American Athletic Conference 
c. Atlantic-10 Conference 
d. American East Conference 
e. Atlantic Sun Conference 
f. Big Sky Conference 
g. Big South Conference 
h. Big West Conference 
i. Colonial Athletic Association 
j. Conference USA 
k. Horizon League 
l. Ivy League 
m. Metro-Atlantic Athletic Conference 
n. Mid-Eastern Athletic Conference 
o. Missouri Valley Conference 
p. Mountain West Conference 
q. Northeast Conference 
r. Ohio Valley Conference 
s. Patriot League 
t. Sothern Conference 
u. Southwest Atlantic Conference 
v. Summit League 
w. Sun Belt Conference 
x. West Coast Conference 
y. Western Athletic Conference 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Athletic-Restricted Donation: gifts that the donor has restricted for the athletic 
department, including intramural and extramural activities. 
Significance of Study 
 This study aims to better understand fan and alumni giving patterns at mid-major schools 
in relation to athletic success in post-season basketball. This is valuable insight for 
development officers, athletic administrators, and university officials at mid-major 
institutions because it will provide understanding as to the degree giving changes when a 
men’s basketball team reaches the NCAA tournament.  It will be key information for athletic 
directors at mid-major schools who write performance bonuses into coaching contracts and 
can justify the bonuses that coaching staffs receive due to post season success. In addition, 
administrators will be able to better understand if making the NCAA tournament will bring in 
enough donations to offset the rising cost of improving facilities. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Current Financial Realities in Intercollegiate Athletics 
Collegiate athletics has evolved over the years to become a pivotal piece to a university’s 
identity and campus culture. Both financial and human capital have been poured into athletic 
departments nationwide with the goal of creating a winning program and representing the 
university in a positive manner. College athletic departments have increased their spending over 
time, but in recent years the operating budgets have seen exponential increases. At Texas A&M, 
athletic operations totaled over $192.6 million in 2015, which was the highest in the NCAA 
(Berkowitz, 2015). While all athletic departments are not running on a scale that large, the trend 
in increasing expenditures still holds constant across Division I. Orzag and Israel (2009) 
completed a study of NCAA Division I programs from 2004 through 2007 and saw, on average, 
that expenses increased around 11% during that four year period. More recently, McEvoy, 
Morse, & Shapiro (2013) found in the 2010-2012 period, one-half of schools from the six major 
BCS member conferences have increased their budgets by 10%. This growth in spending is not 
showing signs of slowing down or even plateauing. The Knight Commission Report (2010) 
estimates that by the year 2020 some of the top athletics budgets will exceed $250 million. This 
increase in athletic spending is widening the gap between academic and athletic expenses. On 
average, mid-majors that do not sponsor football spend $11,861 per student on academic 
expenses and $39,201 per student athlete for athletic expenses (Desrochers, 2013). With the 
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current trend in increased athletic spending, the gap between athletics and academics will never 
close. 
 Over the past decade, a sizable portion of the increased expenditures has been offset by 
the large television contracts that are made with the conferences. For football, the top five bowl 
games distribute around $174 million annually to the conferences of the participating schools 
(McEvoy et. al, 2013). In men’s basketball this figure is even larger, and the NCAA men’s 
basketball tournament is by far the NCAA’s largest revenue generator producing on average 
74.3% of its total revenue each year. In 2010, CBS and Turner agreed to terms with the NCAA 
for the rights to “March Madness,” the NCAA men’s basketball tournament, for a total of $10.8 
billion over the 2011-2028 period (Denhart, Villwock, & Vedder, 2010). 
In addition to the television rights that are distributed to conferences, universities also 
rely on ticket sales, charitable contributions, corporate sponsorships, and university subsidies 
such as student fees to help accommodate for the increase in spending (McEvoy et. al., 2013). In 
2010, subsidies for all NCAA Division I programs totaled $2.3 billion which amounted to nearly 
one-third of the overall money spent by Division I programs that year (Berkowitz & Upton, 
2013). The greater need for subsidies is a national concern in higher education, but specifically 
an issue among the mid-major institutions because they receive far less revenue from television 
contracts and post-season appearances on top of a smaller revenue source from ticket sales and 
donations, compared to Power 5 universities. 
According to Desrochers (2013), athletic departments in the top two budget quartiles 
($45-$130 million) have lower student fees and institutional support in comparison to those in 
the bottom two. The lowest quartile reported student fees to make up an average of 31% and 
institutional support an average of 31.8% of the median institutional budget of $17 million. By 
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comparison to the highest quartile which only relies on subsidies for 2% of their budgets 
(Desrochers, 2013). Out of the 97 public FBS colleges and universities, less than one in four 
reported generating more money than they spent between 2005-2010 (Desrochers, 2013). This 
difference in budget financing creates a large divide between the universities known as the 
“haves” and the others known as the “have nots.” 
Financing Increased Operating Budgets 
With the pressure to increase spending and athletic department budgets growing to 
astronomical levels, athletic directors are compelled to find new revenue sources. In 1993, the 
average Division I-A athletic program ran an annual deficit of $174,000, but the average 
Division I-AA and Division I-AAA saw deficits of over $1,000,000 (Fulks, 1994). A common 
method to balance department budgets utilized by athletic directors and university presidents has 
been to seek out donors to make private contributions to both the academic and athletic segments 
of the institution (Rhoades and Gerking, 2000). Raiborn (1970) cited that from 1968-69, athletic 
departments with Division I football programs received only about 5% of their revenue from 
private donations. Over the years, ticket sales and contributions from alumni and others have 
grown to become a larger share of the generated revenues in athletic departments. In 2012, 
voluntary contributions to athletics made up nearly 26% of Division I athletic departments on 
average (Fulks, 2012). 
While it may seem like a more fiscally responsible reaction to the “arms race” in 
intercollegiate athletics would be to cut back on sports and expenditures to maintain a balanced 
budget, the current trend is the reverse. Smith (2008) found in a 12-year period, 34 schools 
upgraded their basketball programs to Division I status. Through big-time athletics, colleges and 
universities gain a tremendous amount of public relations benefits and reach people who 
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otherwise would be uninterested in higher education (Goidel and Hamilton, 2006). While they 
did not necessarily find athletics affects academic quality, it was apparent athletics was a 
successful marketing tool for the university as a whole. The idea of this “advertising effect” and 
“branding” that exists when athletic programs are covered on television and in the media can be 
translated into tangible benefits to the college or university (Smith, 2008). One of the most 
popular opportunities for athletic programs to gain exposure is in “March Madness,” the NCAA 
men’s basketball tournament. The “advertising effect” that is seen during this tournament offers 
justification for the increased athletic spending when you consider the exposure that is gained 
through successful promotion of the athletic brand (Smith, 2008). This is especially beneficial to 
the mid-major schools who struggle to create an identity that reaches households nationwide. 
In recent years, mid-majors like George Mason University, Virginia Commonwealth 
University, Butler University, and Wichita State University have all experienced an incredible 
boost in publicity by advancing to the Final Four in the NCAA men’s basketball tournament. In 
2006, George Mason’s tournament run generated roughly $677 million in free media and Patriot 
Club gifts saw an increase of 52% (Baker, 2008). While those numbers are impressive, it is not 
realistic for every mid-major program to expect that level of competitive success each year. In 
addition, without sustained athletic success, donations cannot be expected to remain at such high 
levels as the excitement wears off. Since an increase in exposure is not always easy to come by, 
nor is it guaranteed, athletic administrators have shifted their focus to targeting donors to give 
back to their universities.  
Theoretical Motivations of Donors 
If one way to alleviate the financial pressures associated with increased athletic spending 
is securing private donations, it is crucial to understand what motivates alumni to give back to 
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their university athletic departments. Coughlin and Erikson (1984) examined the contributions 
made to intercollegiate athletic programs after attention was called to an increased trend in 
earmarking university donations specifically to athletics. The results from their research 
suggested that conference affiliation, football attendance, state population, participation in a 
bowl game, and basketball winning percentage are all indicators of increased alumni giving. 
From a more theoretical approach, Covell (2004) suggested stakeholder theory can be used to 
explain giving patterns. In this theory, constituents of a group, or “stakeholders,” are defined as 
those people who have a “stake” in an organization and its performance. It can be deduced then 
that alumni who feel connected would be more prone to donate. 
 Holmes (2009) suggests alumni experience a “warm glow” when their athletic team 
experiences success and positively represents the institution that gave them their diploma. The 
research on the relationship between athletic success and university donations, depending on the 
study, have produced conflicting results.  
Athletic Success and Alumni Giving 
 The original research investigating the notion of increased alumni giving and athletic 
success comes from Sigelman and Carter (1979). Before 1979, little evidence existed that 
athletic success stimulates alumni giving; instead, athletic directors and administrators ran their 
programs without thinking about the relationship between success and giving. Sigelman and 
Carter analyzed 138 Division I colleges with football programs during the 1975-76 academic 
year. Alumni giving numbers were compared to the combined percentage of football and 
basketball games won by each team as the measure of success. From the data, only 2 of the 99 
schools tested were statistically significant, so Sigelman and Carter’s findings ran counter to 
popular belief and no relationship was drawn between athletic performance and alumni giving. 
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The absence of a relationship was also seen by Gaski and Etzel (1984) who studied the 
relationships between football and basketball records and the various giving variables and found 
insignificant results indicating no relationship exists between athletic success and giving. 
 A shortfall in Sigelman and Carter (1979)’s research, however, is that they were working 
under the presumption that all universities who sponsor athletic programs are similar in 
enrollment size, alumni composition, and other variables (Brooker and Klastorin, 1981). Brooker 
and Klastorin built off of Sigleman and Carter’s research and defined athletic success as both 
football and basketball win percentage as well as rankings and post-season bowl appearances to 
their independent variables. Similar to Sigelman and Carter’s results, Brooker and Klastorin saw 
no initial relationship, but after separating public and private institutions, did find significant 
results. Therefore, Brooker and Klastorin suggested athletic performance may influence alumni 
giving, it may just depend on institutional factors that were not accounted for in Sigelman and 
Carter’s (1979) research. Positive results were found when looking solely at basketball success in 
mid-sized public universities; yet, in small-sized public universities no relationship was detected. 
A reasonable interpretation of this phenomenon provided by the authors is that institutional 
visibility, indicated by school size and dominance within the state, is positively related with 
athletic success in influencing alumni donations. This is an important finding because it 
demonstrates how university specific qualities play a significant role in donor giving related to 
athletic success.  
Similarly, Rhoads and Gerking (2000) examined 87 universities from 1986-1996 who 
have made commitments to high-profile athletics and regularly appear in the NCAA basketball 
tournament, major football bowls, and are highly televised. The football post season variable 
showed that alumni contributions per student increased on average 7.3% when the football team 
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wins a bowl game. NCAA Tournament appearances were reported to yield slightly larger alumni 
support compared to non-tournament years, suggesting that long-standing athletic traditions, 
measured by participation in bowl games and the NCAA tournament do have a positive effect on 
giving. The study also accounted for individual institution variables of athletic tradition, student 
quality, and academic program quality. As institutions from major conferences have been 
addressed in the literature, smaller mid-major schools were still not part of the samples. 
 The population was expanded to look at all three divisions of NCAA athletics by Koo 
and Dittmore (2014). They were able to find that a 1% increase in football winning percentage in 
the previous year could predict an increase of approximately $452,000 in athletic giving. The 
limitation, however, is that the study is less likely to correctly identify significant differences in 
NCAA divisions. Therefore, the authors suggest future studies continue to explore the 
differences between NCAA divisions and conferences to see if differences exist based on how 
athletic departments and development offices are organized. 
 Grimes and Chressanthis (1994) were able to address individual institutional factors by 
focusing on a single athletic department, Mississippi State University. The researchers were able 
to see the interaction between variables while controlling for nonathletic institutional factors 
such as size of alumni base, enrollment numbers, government appropriations, and alumni income 
that could influence the level of giving. After looking at football, basketball, and baseball 
winning percentages and post-season results, the data showed each one percent increase in 
winning percentage was correlated with a significant increase in total institutional giving, but 
also suggests that post-season play may better predict increases in athletics-specific donations. 
Unlike Brooker and Klastorin (1981) who found little statistical significance when looking at a 
larger sample of universities with varying size and operating budgets, Grimes and Chressanthis 
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(1994) were able to show how an institution’s individual characteristics need to be assessed, or 
rather, how proper grouping based on specific university characteristics to better understand the 
trend of athletic giving. 
 Similarly, Stinson and Howard (2004) focused their research on the private giving to a 
single institution, The University of Oregon, a mid-sized public university that sponsored 15 
varsity sport programs from the years of 1994-2002. During the selected time frame, the 
University of Oregon saw a combination of unprecedented athletic success along with a major 
athletic fundraising campaign. The researchers looked at donors who gave gifts of $1,000 or 
more and found in 1994 a total of 297 alumni donated to athletics. By 2002, that figure grew to 
962. This increase in giving to athletics was also, in this case, found to negatively affect 
academic related giving to the university. About 40% of the alumni gifts in 1994 were allocated 
to athletics, but by 2002 and after sustained athletic success, alums were donating over 56% of 
their gifts to athletics showing a shift away from academic giving. In the years included in the 
research, it should be noted that the University of Oregon football program had significant 
success and appearances in prestigious bowl games that may have been a contributing factor to 
the increase in gifts and could explain the phenomenon that Stinson and Howard found. Again, 
unique institutional factors were a large contributing factor for the specific findings relating 
alumni giving to athletic success (Grimes and Chressanthis, 1994). This again, was another study 
that focused only on a Power 5 school and leaves mid-major athletic programs out of the 
research. 
 After the results yielded in 2004, Stinson and Howard (2008) further looked into the 
relationship between athletic success and giving by focusing their study on institutions with 
Division I-FCS and Division I-non football programs which addresses the gap in literature 
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focusing on mid-major universities. It was found the same year an institution won a 
championship, giving increased over 13%. This finding is an important addition to the literature 
because of its focus on institutions that are still Division I, but not playing in the highest sub-
division. When analyzing FCS and non-football schools, the one year lagged NCAA men’s 
basketball tournament appearance was the strongest influence on the average gift (Stinson and 
Howard, 2008). The authors suggest that in the absence of a football program, men’s basketball 
appears to replace football as the most influential sport. Stinson and Howard did find that while 
at the public and private universities, post-season appearances for football and basketball 
significantly affected athletics giving levels, but for liberal arts colleges post-season success did 
not influence giving. The research also controlled for alumni status, religious affiliations, 
academic prestige, and disposable income of alumni, which could contribute to the significant 
findings.  
 Baade and Sundberg (1996) controlled for other explanatory variables that may affect 
giving and analyzing a larger more heterogeneous sample of universities, not just ‘big time’ 
athletic departments. They accounted for number of matriculating students, socioeconomic 
characteristics of alumni, age of institution, and institution culture, both academic and 
athletically. In addition, 48 private universities, 98 public universities, and 167 liberal arts 
colleges were studied. In their test, post-season appearance variables were the most significant 
and used as the variable to determine athletic success for universities. Winning percentages were 
used as the measure of success at colleges because that is what was determined to be the most 
significant. Private universities were found to have a 54% increase in total alumni giving after a 
football team made a bowl appearance, but had no significant results when looking at NCAA 
Tournament appearances. Public universities, on the other hand, saw a statistically significant 
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increase of $450,000 in giving when correlated with NCAA Tournament appearances, which is 
around a 35% increase. These results suggest that for both public and private universities, a good 
record without a bowl or NCAA Tournament appearance is not as satisfying and will not result 
in an increase in giving. 
 Baade and Sundburg (1996) suggest that from their research nearly 40% of the schools 
they tracked only made the NCAA Tournament once, and 64% appeared three times or fewer, 
which could contribute to the lack of increased alumni giving despite post-season success. Baade 
and Sundburg (1996) proposed this result could be explained by the fact that with one NCAA 
Tournament appearance and only four to seven days between selection and elimination, there is 
little impact on the alumni.  
 After reviewing all of the literature covering athletic success and donations, Frank (2004) 
was able to summarize four repeated findings. First, the research generally uses a wide-variety of 
sources including case studies, panel data, and cross-sectional data. Second, the estimated effect 
of athletic success is not clear: positive, negative, and no association have all been found. Third, 
the results from the studies are very sensitive to controls for unobservable heterogeneity across 
institutions. Lastly, postseason appearances in football and men’s basketball are the only factors 
of success that appear to correlate with changes in donations. These four important points are 
what motivated and directed Humphreys and Mondello (2007) to focus their research 
predominantly on the postseason and pay greater attention to heterogeneous variables present at 
each university. 
Using a unique data set from the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Database 
(IPEDS), Humphreys and Mondello (2007) looked at 20 years of data and included the most 
comprehensive dataset because of its comprehensive coverage of financial variables and ability 
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to control for the effects of athletic success of unobservable heterogeneity. The IPEDS data 
disaggregates gifts into unrestricted and restricted gifts and the sample yielded 320 institutions 
for a total of 64,000 institutional years. The results estimated a 12% and 8.5% increase in 
restricted giving after a bowl appearance and NCAA tournament appearance, respectively. The 
results were consistent with Baade and Sundberg (1996) and Rhoades and Gerking (2000) who 
reported a similar proportional increase in donations after post-season appearances. Overall, the 
findings suggest that public universities capitalize on both football and basketball post-season 
success, while private universities only see a change in giving with basketball success. 
The empirical assessment of collegiate athletics presented by Goff (2002) summarizes the 
landscape of alumni giving related to athletic success and helps focus the direction of future 
research. For almost every university in a major conference (FBS football and sponsoring a top-
tier Division I basketball program), direct revenues are greater than direct expenses. On the other 
hand, for the universities who reside in a lower conference (no football and sponsoring a second 
tier Division I basketball program), rarely do direct revenues cover the expenses entirely. While 
the previous research shows that winning percentages and final AP poll standings have little 
impact on donations, achievements in the post-season appear to increase the general amounts of 
giving to universities. 
 The benefits increased athletic success have on a university can be broken down into 
specific parts. Goff (2002) separates the benefits into two categories: direct and indirect. The 
direct benefits an athletic department receives from increased success include an increase in 
attendance which lends itself to more tickets sold, an increase in parking and concession revenue, 
and increases exposure from television coverage. The indirect benefits from increased athletic 
performance are further broken down into non-financial and financial categories. Non-financial 
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indirect benefits are more university wide, such as an increase in enrollment, a higher quality of 
student applicants, and overall increased university exposure. The financial indirect benefits are 
predominantly summed up by one variable: increased donations. 
Conclusion 
 As intercollegiate athletics is continuing to increase operating budgets, specifically for 
the two revenue generating sports in football and men’s basketball which generate the majority 
of revenue for departments, understanding the relationship athletic success has on giving is 
pivotal for administrators (Fulks, 2012). McCormick and Tinsley (1990) argue an athletics 
program can be a substantial communication source of exposure for almost every school in 
higher education. With private giving becoming one of the more critical financial resources in 
higher education, administrators can gain from evaluating the extent to which donation levels 
and athletic success relate (Koo and Dittmore, 2014). 
 The literature offers mixed findings on whether big-time athletic success has a significant 
impact on the academic mission of universities (Tucker, 2004). Several studies were unable to 
find any significant relationships between athletic success and giving (Sigelman & Carter, 1979; 
Gaski & Etzel, 1984; Baade & Sundberg, 1996; Tucker, 1995).  On the other hand, when 
research started looking into schools outside of the Power 5 conferences and controlling for 
individual university variables, a significant relationship presented itself (Brooker & Klastorin, 
1981, Rhoades & Gerking, 2000; McCormick & Tinsley, 1990; Stinson & Howard, 2004, 
Grimes & Chrissanthis, 1994, Stinson & Howard, 2008; Turner, Meserve, & Bowen, 2001). 
The current literature suggests that while football success may be a predictor for 
increased giving at Power 5 institutions, it may not be a strong predictor for mid-major schools 
(Stinson and Howard, 2008). Additionally, winning percentage on its own without a postseason 
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appearance, has had less than consistent statistical findings. Research up to this point has 
indicated that having a winning season alone does not guarantee an increase in giving, however, 
post season appearances and championship appearances may have that effect.  Research has yet 
to specifically look solely at the effects a NCAA tournament appearance has with a sample that 
only includes mid-major athletic programs to understand the effects it has on donations. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study is to analyze the effects of giving at mid-major schools when 
the men’s basketball team makes a NCAA tournament appearance to determine if a significant 
relationship exists in comparison to the year prior to making the tournament. This chapter will 
discuss the population, procedure for data collection, and data analysis in the study. 
Population 
The population for this study consists of all NCAA Division I mid-major institutions that 
were classified as such in terms of their men’s basketball affiliation from the 2004-05 through 
2013-14 seasons and made the tournament during those years (n=153).  
Data Collection 
Institutional giving records were extracted from the Voluntary Support of Education 
(VSE) database maintained by the Council for Aid to Education. Annual giving for the years 
2004-05 through 2013-14 from all schools that meet the population criteria listed above were 
extracted for analysis. The VSE reports overall university giving figures and figures specific to 
athletics-restricted gifts. Total enrollment will also be obtained from the VSE survey. The giving 
data will be matched on an annual (fiscal year) basis with the measure of NCAA men’s 
basketball tournament appearances similar to Rhoads and Gerking (2000) and Stinson & Howard 
(2008).  
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As previous literature suggests, the individual characteristics that exist at each institution 
are important to consider, therefore, the following six explanatory variables will be accounted for 
in the study:  
• Sponsorship of a football program 
• Enrollment size  
• Public vs private 
• Basketball tradition 
• Population as defined by total TV households in the media market of the university 
• Basketball attendance (Stinson & Howard, 2008; Baade & Sundberg, 1996; Rhoads & 
Gerking, 2000; Grimes & Chressanthis, 1994).  
Presence of a football program will be determined from NCAA website listing all FBS 
and FCS football programs as a binary variable of 0 for no football program or 1 if the school 
sponsors any level of football. Enrollment size will be obtained from the VSE survey for each 
school every year in the 10-year period. Additionally, the public vs private school distinction will 
be determined from information gathered by US News Rankings and scored as a binary variable 
of 0 for public and 1 for private. Basketball tradition is calculated by the amount of tournament 
appearances the school had prior to that year.  This dates back to 1985 when the NCAA men’s 
tournament officially selected 64 schools. This data was gathered from each institutions athletics 
website and public records.  The number of TV households is obtained from the yearly Nielsen 
DMA Rankings published online. Finally, all of the men’s basketball attendance was gathered 
from the NCAA website that publishes all Division I attendance figures for the season. 
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Data Reduction and Analysis 
The full data spreadsheet will contain all of the data for the ten-year period. It will be 
analyzed using SPSS version 24.0 statistical software. Data will be analyzed using t-tests, single 
regressions, and a linear multiple regression. This will provide several advantages over other 
analytical tools, including separating common variable from institution-specific variance, testing 
all available data in original form (i.e., US dollars), and reducing concerns of lack of sphericity. 
The regressions will be run with several explanatory variables (presence of a football program, 
enrollment, public vs private, basketball tradition, population, and attendance). Change in 
donations after a tournament appearance will be calculated by using the difference between 
donations the year after and donations the year of a tournament appearance (Stinson & Howard, 
2008). 
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CHAPTER IV 
 
RESULTS 
 VSE donations and enrollment data, NCAA attendance, US News Ranking data, and 
Nielsen DMA information were collected for every year from 2004-05 to 2013-14 for the 153 
schools who fit the criteria. After organizing the data each year, all ten years were combined into 
a single data set for analysis, comprising 1530 total cases.  Descriptive statistics for the 
composition of the NCAA tournament can be found in Table 1.  Descriptive statistics of the 
variables of interest can be found in Table 2. 
Table 1 
NCAA Tournament Composition by Year 
  
Total 
NCAA 
DI 
Schools 
Number of 
Mid-Majors 
in the 
Tournament 
Number 
of Mid-
Majors 
Total 
% of all 
Mid-Majors 
That Made 
the 
Tournament 
Number 
of 
Power 5 
Total 
Number of 
Power 5 in 
the 
Tournament 
% of all P5 
Schools that 
Made the 
Tournament 
2005 326 38 269 14.13% 57 27 47.37% 
2006 326 41 269 15.24% 57 24 42.11% 
2007 325 37 268 13.81% 57 28 49.12% 
2008 328 39 271 14.39% 57 26 45.61% 
2009 330 35 273 12.82% 57 30 52.63% 
2010 334 41 277 14.80% 57 24 42.11% 
2011 335 43 277 15.52% 58 25 43.10% 
2012 338 45 280 16.07% 58 23 39.66% 
2013 345 44 285 15.44% 60 23 38.33% 
2014 345 39 280 13.93% 65 38 58.46% 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for All Variables 
  Min Max Mean Std. Dev. N 
Appearance in 
Tournament 0 1 0.26 0.439 1530 
Year After Appearance 
in Tournament 0 1 0.24 0.43 1530 
Attendance During 
Tournament Year 373 26253 4443.58 3897.854 1530 
Attendance After 
Tournament Year 373 26253 4447.71 3934.748 1530 
Total Donations Year of 
Tournament Appearance $388,441.00 $1,155,610,000.00 $41,349,271.39 $88,129,004.96 1177 
Total Donations Year 
After Tournament 
Appearance 
$388,441.00 $1,155,610,000.00 $43,674,871.95 $94,792,553.82 1178 
Athletics Donations 
Year of Tournament 
Appearance 
$8,875.00 $40,543,892.00 $25,921,112.58 $4,540,101.14 660 
Athletics Donations 
Year After Tournament 
Appearances 
$8,875.00 $40,543,892.00 $2,788,714.61 $4,856,504.00 646 
Enrollment 1210 59770 15274.25 10093.519 1530 
Population (TV 
Households) 21800 7515330 1490646.39 1826014.846 1530 
Sponsors Football (0/1) 0 1 0.61 0.487 1530 
Basketball Tradition 0 25 4.73` 4.414 1530 
Public v Private (0/1) 0 1 0.37 0.484 1530 
 
Paired samples t-tests were conducted to analyze the Change in Total Donations, Change 
in Athletics-Restricted Donations, and Change in Attendance for all of the schools who appeared 
in the tournament between 2005 and 2014.  A single regression analysis was conducted 
regressing Change in Total Donations on six explanatory variables (Enrollment, Population, 
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Attendance, Sponsorship of Football, Public v Private, and Basketball Tradition). Another simple 
regression analysis was conducted regressing Change in Athletics-Restricted Donations on the 
same previously stated explanatory variables. Finally, a multiple regression was conducted on 
Change in Total Donations with only the significant explanatory variables to find the best fit 
model. For the variables that were collected from VSE data, dollars were used for their units of 
value. Using those single dollar units in the analysis would yield extremely large means and 
small B values (slope of the linear regression), therefore donation variables (Total Donations, 
Athletic-Restricted Donations, Change in Total Donations, and Change in Athletic-Restricted 
Donations) are reported in $100,000 units. 
 The data set contained four schools belonging to the Ivy League who reported extremely 
large and irregular values for Total Donations and Athletic-Restricted Donations.  These outliers 
skewed the results of the regressions, and were dropped from the data set. The results with and 
without the Ivy League schools are reported for the t-tests and first single regression. This 
adjusted the population to n=149. 
Paired Samples T-Tests  
A paired samples t-test was conducted to see if there was a significant difference in the 
change in donations and attendance after a school appeared in the NCAA men’s basketball 
tournament. The descriptive statistics are shown in Table 3. Out of the entire sample, only 
schools who appeared in the tournament were included in this test. Of those schools, donations 
and attendance the year after a tournament appearance were compared with donations and 
attendance the year of a tournament appearance. For both Total Donations and Athletics-
Restricted Donations, there was a significant increase the year following a tournament 
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appearance. For Attendance, there was an increase in the mean, but the increase was not found to 
be significant as shown in Table 4.  
Table 3      
Paired Samples Descriptive Statistics of Total Donations, Athletic Donations, and Attendance 
      M n SD 
Made 
Tournament 
(All) 
Pair 1 Tot Donations Year of Appearance1 541.62 331 1021.31 
 Tot Donations Year After Appearance1 579.65 331 1125.44 
Pair 2 Athletic Donations Year of Appearance1 43.6 195 60.85 
 Athletic Donations Year After Appearance1 48.53 195 65.96 
Pair 3 Attendance Year of Appearance 6897.37 398 5160.531 
  Attendance Year After Appearance 6942.85 398 5240.258 
Made 
Tournament 
(Ivy Dropped) 
Pair 1 Tot Donations Year of Appearance1 396.67 321 405.85 
 Tot Donations Year After Appearance1 423.61 321 452.8 
Pair 2 Athletic Donations Year of Appearance1 43.16 192 61.02 
 Athletic Donations Year After Appearance1 47.48 192 65.82 
Pair 3 Attendance Year of Appearance 6989.38 388 5190.82 
  Attendance Year After Appearance 7039.01 388 5268.47 
1Donation units in $100,000 	   
 
According to the paired samples t-test, the increase in Total Donations the year after a 
tournament appearance compared to the year of a tournament appearance was significant 
(M=26.94, SD=196.57); t(320)= 2.47, p=.015. On average Total Donations increased $2,694,000 
at schools the year following a tournament appearance. There was also a significance in Athletic-
Restricted Donations the year after a tournament appearance compared to the year of a 
tournament appearance (M=4.42, SD=30.69); t(191)= 2.00, p=.047. On average Athletic-
Restricted Donations increased $442,000 at schools the year following a tournament appearance. 
There was no significant increase in Attendance the year after a tournament appearance 
compared to the year of a tournament appearance (M=49.63, SD=1138.63); t(387)=0.86, p=.391.  
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Simple Regression 
 
 Regressing Change in Total Donations on just appearance with the original data set did 
not yield significant results (p=0.207) as shown in Table 5. Regressing Change in Athletic-
Restricted Donations on just appearance did not yield significant results (p=0.116) as shown in 
Table 6. After evaluating the data set and removing the Ivy League schools, the simple 
regressions were run again for Total Donations on each explanatory variable and Athletics-
Restricted Donations on each explanatory variable. 
Table 5       
Regressing Change in Total Donations1 on Tournament Appearance   
  R R2 (Constant) B Beta Sig. 
Appearance 0.037 0.001 19.29 18.73 0.037 0.207 
1Donation units in $100,000     
  
Table 6       
Regressing Change in Athletic-Restricted Donations1 on Tournament Appearance 
  R R2 (Constant) B Beta Sig. 
Appearance 0.064 0.004 1.59 3.34 0.064 0.116 
1Donation units in $100,000     
Table 4          
Paired Samples t-test of Total Donations, Athletic Donations, and Attendance 
      M SD 
95% CI 
Interval 
Difference t df 
sig (2-
tailed) 
Made 
Tournament 
(All) 
Pair 1 Total Donations Year After -Year of1 38.02 308.31 4.68, 71.35 2.243 330 0.026 
Pair 2 Athletic Donations Year After -Year of1 4.93 30.91 .56, 9.30 2.227 194 0.027 
Pair 3 Attendance Year After -Year of 45.48 1128.23 65.70, 156.66  0.804 397 0.422 
Made 
Tournament 
(Ivy 
Dropped) 
Pair 1 Total Donations Year After -Year of1 26.94 196.57 5.36, 48.53 2.47 320 0.015 
Pair 2 Athletic Donations Year After -Year of1 4.42 30.69 5.36, 8.79 2.00 191 0.047 
Pair 3 Attendance Year After -Year of 49.63 1138.63 64.02,163.29  0.86 387 0.391 
1Donation units in $100,000        
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For Change in Total Donations, only appearance and basketball history yielded 
significant results (p=0.028 and p=0.031 respectively) as shown in Table 7. Change in Athletic-
Restricted Donations only yielded a statistically significant result with the basketball history 
explanatory variable (p=0.037) and attendance (p=0.041) as shown in Table 8. Although the 
appearance explanatory variable produced a statistically significant result, the coefficients of 
determination (R2) in the regression were extremely small. Only 0.3% of the increase in Total 
Donations can be explained by the tournament appearance and 0.3% can be explained by 
basketball history according to the results. For Change in Athletic-Restricted Donations 
basketball history and attendance can only explain 0.7% and 0.7% of the increase in donations 
respectively. 
Table 7       
Regressing Change in Total Donations1 on Explanatory Variables     
  R R2 (Constant) B Beta Sig. 
Appearance 0.057 0.003 5.76 18.64 0.057 0.028 
Population 0.000 0.000 10.66 0.000 0.000 0.990 
Attendance 0.038 0.001 4.42 0.001 0.038 0.146 
Football 0.012 0.000 8.40 3.67 0.012 0.631 
History 0.056 0.003 2.00 1.83 0.056 0.031 
Private/Public 0.025 0.001 7.93 7.57 0.025 0.332 
Enrollment 0.018 0.000 5.23 0.000 0.018 0.539 
1Donation units in $100,000      
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Table 8       
Regressing Change in Athletic-Restricted Donations1 on Explanatory Variables   
  R R2 (Constant) B Beta Sig. 
Appearance 0.054 0.003 1.61 2.81 0.054 0.183 
Population 0.000 0.002 3.43 0.000 40.000 0.326 
Attendance 0.083 0.007 0.28 0.000 0.083 0.041 
Football 0.070 0.005 0.61 3.39 0.070 0.088 
History 0.085 0.007 0.26 0.40 0.085 0.037 
Private/Public 0.011 0.000 2.28 0.56 0.011 0.780 
Enrollment 0.022 0.001 1.73 0.000 0.022 0.586 
1Donation units in $100,000      
 
Multiple Regression 
 To examine the combined effect of the explanatory variables on Change in Total 
Donations, a multiple regression was conducted. Change in Total Donations was regressed 
against appearance and basketball history. The overall model produced a significant relationship 
between all three variables (p=0.026) shown in Table 9. The R2 value for the model was very 
low and can only account for .5% of the increase in Change in Total Donations. 
Table 9     
Regressing Change in Total Donations1 on Explanatory Variables 
    B Beta Sig. 
(Constant)  0.292  0.958 
Appearance  14.39 0.044 0.107 
History  1.40 0.043 0.116 
          
Initial Model  R R2  
  0.07 0.005  
1Donation units in $100,000       
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Summary 
The intercollegiate landscape is always changing and evolving; but the one thing that has 
remained constant is the increase in athletic department spending from year to year (Knight 
Commission Report, 2010). Universities keep engaging in facility renovations and capital project 
construction which has contributed to the athletics arms race. As a result, departments are left 
having to figure out how they will fund those new facilities. Private giving has become one of 
the more critical financial resources in higher education, and administrators can gain from 
evaluating the extent to which donation levels and athletic success relate (Koo and Dittmore, 
2014).  
While previous research has looked into Power 5 universities and team winning 
percentage, this study was designed to look specifically at the small percentage of mid-major 
schools whose athletic success is defined by appearing in the NCAA post-season tournament. 
Previous research found giving increased over 13% the same year an institution won a 
championship (Stinson & Howard, 2008). The results of this study will allow administrators to 
make educated department wide decisions on how to allocate their sport-specific budgets, how to 
write in performance bonuses for coaches, and how to predict the university income from 
donations based controlling for different institutional variables. 
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The Effect of an NCAA Tournament Appearance  
 The paired samples t-test demonstrated a $2,694,000 increase in Total Donations 
comparing the year after a tournament appearance with the year of a tournament appearance. 
That is a 6.8% increase in Total Donations. The paired samples t-test also demonstrated a 
$442,000 increase in Athletic-Restricted Donations comparing the year after a tournament 
appearance with the year of a tournament appearance. That is a 10.24% increase in Athletic-
Restricted Donations. Simply put, making the NCAA men’s basketball tournament is positively 
correlated with a significant increase in Total Donations and Athletic-Restricted Donations the 
year following a tournament appearance at mid-major universities. 
With that being said, depending on how much a department is willing to spend on their 
men’s basketball program, its facilities, and its coaching salaries and bonuses, the increase in 
Athletic-Restricted Donations may not offset the investment. According to EADA reports from 
2005 to 2014, mid-major schools spend on average $1,794,315 on men’s basketball team 
expenses per year (Equity in Athletics Data Analysis, 2018). With the average mid-major athletic 
department total budget coming in at $15,475,994, it is clear by the financial investment in men’s 
basketball, that administrators deem that a department priority. 
The paired samples t-test isolated only the mid-major universities who appeared in the 
tournament and compared the mean attendance the year after the tournament appearance with the year 
after of the tournament appearance. There was an increase in attendance the year after a tournament 
appearance, but only by 49.6 people and the results were not found to be significant.  This is important 
for administrators at mid-major institutions to understand that while Total Donations and Athletics-
Restricted Donations can be expected to generate more revenue, the direct benefits of revenue that Goff 
(2000) identified from ticket sales, parking, and concessions, cannot be expected to increase the year 
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following a tournament appearance.  
While it was not expected to see such little increase in attendance the year after a tournament 
appearance, perhaps the increase occurs the year of the tournament appearance due to the buzz and 
popularity of the team winning. The year following an appearance might not be as interesting for fans 
because the great players and coaches from the tournament appearance may have graduated or moved 
onto bigger programs. 
Change in Donations and Explanatory Variables 
 The simple regression demonstrated that there is an increase in Total Donations the year 
following a tournament appearance. Basketball program history as defined by number of 
previous tournament appearances also was a predictor in an increase in donations, but was not a 
very strong predictor of total donation increases from year to year. This is congruent with the 
results of Rhoads and Gerking (2000), who found NCAA Tournament appearances to yield 
slightly larger alumni support numbers even at the Power 5 level of play. Although Stinson and 
Howard (2008) suggest that the absence of a football program at smaller mid-major schools 
gives men’s basketball more influence, the results of this study do not show that men’s 
basketball tournament appearances are strong predictors of Total Donations and Athletic-
Restricted Donations.  
 The simple regression suggested basketball tournament appearance is not a statistically 
significant variable when determining the cause for an increase in Athletic-Restricted Donations. 
In fact, basketball attendance and basketball history were actually found to be better predictors. 
Stinson and Howard (2004) saw a strong relationship between increased success and more 
donations being restricted purely to athletics at Oregon. Those same results do not translate to 
smaller mid-major athletic programs, specifically looking at basketball success. 
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Future Research 
 A couple of related studies could be conducted as a follow-up to this thesis. Because 
traditionally only around 15% of mid-major schools make the tournament each year, it is a 
popular belief that the NCAA men’s basketball tournament creates a great “advertising effect” 
and “branding” for the entire university (Smith, 2008). While this study only looked at the one-
year lag in donations and attendance, further research could be conducted by gathering the 
donation and attendance data for the 2-5 years following a tournament appearance. This 
information would help administrators understand how long of an effect making the NCAA 
tournament has on a university and its athletics program. This is especially valuable for 
development officers, to know what the window of time is to maximize the donations for both 
university and athletic-specific donations. 
Additionally, it could be beneficial to the current literature to investigate if there was a 
greater effect in increased donations the further a mid-major school made it in the tournament. 
Similar to Baker (2008)’s report that George Mason’s tournament run in 2006 saw an increase in 
giving by 52%, a study of several other mid-major schools who have also historically made deep 
tournament runs would strengthen the current literature. This information would also be valuable 
for athletic administrators when they are writing their men’s basketball coaches contracts. A 
majority of contracts today have performance based bonuses based on a threshold of wins, 
conference championships, and tournament appearances. If an estimated value of increased 
revenue generated from a long tournament run could be predicted, administrators would have 
hard data to not only justify the performance incentives, but also write the appropriate value into 
contracts.  
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Conclusions 
 As the cost of running an athletic department continues to rise, administrators are in 
search of ways to keep the revenues on pace with the expenses. In the month of March all eyes 
turn to the NCAA men’s basketball tournament. It has always been popular thought that the 
NCAA tournament yields a great amount of revenue for all of its participants. Teams nervously 
wait on Selection Sunday to learn their fate. Who is in? Who is out? For some schools making 
the tournament is an expectation, for others, it is a dream come true for the student athletes and 
the fans. This study was designed to look at the subset of schools that presumably have the 
smallest chance of making the tournament based on their conference affiliation. While the 
average donations, both Total and Athletic-Restricted, were higher for schools after a tournament 
appearance year compared to those schools who did not appear, it may not be as lucrative as 
administrators at the mid-major schools believe. What is fairly certain after this research, is that 
attendance, and therefore the revenue generated from attendance, at mid-major schools barely 
changes after a school appears in the post-season.  While a trip to the tournament did bring more 
donations into the university, it does not translate into more people in the seats. 
The reality is that mid-major schools often have less than Power 5 schools: smaller 
budgets, smaller amount of student athletes, less sponsored sports, less fully-funded sports, and 
less athletic department staff. While schools like The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
have a fundraising department staff of over 40, a mid-major like Bradley University has a 
development staff of 2. Power 5 schools are able to capitalize on their athletic success better than 
mid-major schools, partially because they have more staff devoted specifically to fundraising. If 
mid-majors want to maximize donations they need to also invest in their development 
department to maximize the results of a successful season. The findings of this study are 
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beneficial for athletic departments at the mid-major level, because it is the first to provide data 
that is specific to just men’s basketball NCAA tournament appearances as the definition of 
athletic success. 
University Total Donations and Athletic-Restricted Donations are higher the year after a 
school’s men’s basketball team appears in the tournament. Making the tournament has a positive 
effect on a university’s donations, but this study has shown that tournament appearance is not the 
strongest predictor. At the end of the day, there are an unlimited number of factors that can come 
into play when looking at an increase in donations. When administrators are looking at how to 
allocate their budget and resources, it is evident that there is value in focusing on the men’s 
basketball program at mid-major universities. At the end Selection Sunday you definitely want to 
be on the side of the bubble that makes it to the Big Dance, but there is no guarantee donations 
will increase enough to cover the bill for the multi-million dollar facility renovations. 
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